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PER CURIAM:

Denise Ann Johnson and John Yaw Andoh appeal the district court’s order
granting summary judgment to the Defendants and dismissing their complaint brought
under the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 8§ 701-706 (2012). We affirm in part
and dismiss in part.

We review an order granting summary judgment de novo. Roland v. USCIS, 850
F.3d 625, 628 (4th Cir. 2017). We are required “to apply the same legal standards the
district court applied” in reaching its decision. Perez v. Cissna, 914 F.3d 846, 851 (4th
Cir. 2019). Summary judgment is appropriate when “there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ.
P. 56(a).

Insofar as Johnson and Andoh seek review of the United States Citizenship and
Immigration Services’ decision denying Johnson’s 1-130 visa petition and the Board of
Immigration Appeals’ (Board) order denying the motion to reopen, we have reviewed the
record and affirm for the reasons cited by the district court. Johnson v. Sessions, No.
1:15-cv-03317-RDB (D. Md. June 8, 2018).

We dismiss the appeal from the Board’s order dismissing the appeal because the
Appellants fail to challenge the Board’s conclusion that it lacked jurisdiction. See Fed.
R. App. P. 28(a)(8)(A); Brown v. Nucor Corp., 785 F.3d 895, 918 (4th Cir. 2015)
(“Failure of a party in its opening brief to challenge an alternate ground for a district

court’s ruling waives that challenge.” (alteration and internal quotation marks omitted)).



Accordingly, we affirm in part and dismiss in part. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED IN PART, DISMISSED IN PART



